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MEMORANDUM

April 24, 2013

TO: Mayor and Louncil
FROM: je/@ﬁ@ , Chair, on behalf of the Planning Commission

SUBJECT:  Comments on the Countywide Transit Corridors Functional Mastet Plan (CTCFMP)

Below are comments by the Planning Commission regarding the draft Countywide Transit Cottidors
Functional Master Plan (CTCFMP). On April 10, Mr. Larry Cole, the staff Project Manager with
Montgomery County Planning, made 2 presentation to the Planning Commission. Through the
presentation, discussions with Mr. Cole, and futther discussions with city staff, we gained a better
understanding of the background and content of the draft plan, as well as how it may impact
Rockville. These comments are provided so you may consider them, along with others, to be included
in comments you submit to the Montgomery County Planning Board for their May 16 public hearing
on this draft plan.

General Cominents;

The Commission supports the concept of increased public transportation options in the County and
region. We recognize that the plan’s central purpose is to identify the optimum routes for a future
system and also identify the rights of way that will be necessary to support them. However, we have
observations, questions and concerns based on our understanding of the draft plan.

1. The MDD 355 routes would have significant redundancy with the Metro Red Line. Although
there appears to be sufficient traffic to justify this, the Planning Commission is concetned that
any new line must add value for Rockville residents and businesses as well as for through
traffic. More stops along the MD 355 North and South routes are recommended. We would
welcome more detailed planning on the question of how the line can serve Rockville residents,
as well as those for whom Rockville is a destination.

2. We are concerned about the potential impact on cutrent local bus setvice along the cortidors
contemplated for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) setvice in the future. Many of our tesidents rely
heavily on the existing system for access to locations that would not be served by the BRT
system. We would like to ensure that such service levels will be retained for these critical
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routes and other local bus setvices be enbanced. This may also enhance BRT (and Metro)
ridership through a more robust multi-modal spread.

3. Have transit options other than BRT been considered? We question whether buses with
infrequent station stops would meet the expectations and travel demand of Rockville residents
who need to make intra-city trips. Has Light Rail been considered for the routes with less
frequent stops? Or have streetcars been considered for the routes whete more frequent stops
are indicated, such as MD 355 North and South?

4. Has consideration been given to how the system might be financed? It appeats there should
be strong consideration given to who the system will benefit and who will conttibute toward
its implementation and operations. We recognize that it is too eatly to make definitive
decisions on matters like financing and consideration of other modes, but out citizens are
asking these types of questions.

5. We appreciate the initial preliminary process that went into the County’s planned placement of
stops along all the corridors. However, we feel this should be coordinated vety closely with the
City, given our land use plans and authority over development projects that will ultimately
generate ridership demand for the system.

6. We have concerns about the impact on the Rockville Metro Station with the convetgence of
three significant BRT routes within that very congested and constrained space. Again, this will
require close coordination between multiple parties, including the City, to identify an
appropriate arrangement without negatively impacting the adjoining neighborhoods (in
particular, Rockville Town Center and East Rockville).

7. We are opposed to the general concept of lane trepurposing, but acknowledge that thete are
numerous technical 1ssues to be resolved. We believe that it will be imperative that the City
work closely with the Montgomery County Department of Transportation MCDOT), and the
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), to determine the lane treatments for
Rockville.

Route-Specific Comments:

Corridor 3: MD 355 North

8. We question the ability to physically accommodate the additional necessary right of way to
implement the level of BRT treatment recommended on this route. Unlike the segment on
MD 355 South, where we ate completing an update to the Rockville Pike Plan, we have not
had an opportunity to explore this portion of the corridor in any detail. Therefore we
recommend you direct staff to work with the Planning Commission to evaluate potential cross
sections for MD 355 North. The City should examine options including the value of lane
repurposing and to ensure adequate right of way, vehicular movements, sidewalks, bicycle
lanes, landscaping, etc. It is likely this preliminary analysis could be concluded in time for the
Mayor and Council to submit comments in the fall to the Montgomery County Council once
the draft countywide plan has been forwarded to them by the Planning Board. This route,
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with its potential to enhance transit service to Montgomery College and pull usets to central
Rockville, 1s valuable to the City.

Corridor 4: MD 355 South

In large part, the space to accommodate a two-way median BRT in the median alteady exists
for this route. The City’s 1989 Rockville Pike plan and the cross-sections in the draft update to
the plan, which is currently in progress, provide more than 240 feet between building faces for
much of the length of the MID 355 South cortidor within the City. The cross-sections in the
draft plan preserve three travel lanes in each ditection pfs the two-way dedicated transit lanes.
However, we acknowledge that there ate significant issues in the northern portion of the
route, between Rockville Metro Station and Richard Montgomery Drive. A vatiety of lane
treatments will need to be considered to determine the most feasible alternative for Rockville.

We strongly believe, due to the cross-section we are planning for this segment combined with
the land use plan, that additional stops should be programmed along this cottidor. We are
particulatly concerned that sections of the route would be underserved by the stations
recommended in the CTCFMP, which are too few and too far apart to serve Rockville’s needs.
A system that provided more stationts (ot stops) would work better for Rockville.

Provided that a transit system that would work for Rockville can be devised, we would support
the MD 355 South route being built out as a final configuration as soon as feasible, with no
halt, or change of treatment, at the City-County boundaty.

Corridor 10: Veirs Mill Road

We support additional transit options on this ctitical route but understand that it is a very
complex and difficult undertaking, from both a land use and an engineeting perspective. Veirs
Mill Road within the City is especially challenging as it bisects residential neighborhoods. We
understand a technical working group has been evaluating this segment undet the direction of
the State Highway Administration. Thetefore we do not feel that additional in-house analysis
by the City is necessary at this point. Also, given the topographic and other challenges of this
segment, we feel it is best to let the current working group continue its more detailed study.
However, the City should offer additional tecommendations once the wotking group has
completed its work and has provided further guidance as to the feasibility of this option. At
that point, it will be most important to wotk together closely, and to include significant public
input, as we consider the various alignment and treatment options explored and recommended
by this working group. This route, as a new transit option and under-setved transportation
direction, is valuable to the City.

Next Steps

Finally, one overarching concern is that, moving forward, there should be close coordination
between M-NCPPC, the cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg, Montgomery County DOT,
Maryland DOT and WMATA to develop a recommendation that meets the needs of all
stakeholders. Any future system will need to work for our citizens, not just for those passing
through the City on their way to White Flint, down County, D.C., ot the futute Great Seneca
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Science Center. Furthermore, we understand that an inter-agency implementation team has
been formed, but that the cities have not been invited to participate. Cities must be involved at
every step, as implementation will depend on our participation. We recommend this
committee be expanded to include the City of Rockville.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft plan.

Cc Susan Swift, Director, CPDS
Craig Simoneau, Director, Public Works
Andrew Gunning, Assistant Director, CPDS
David Levy, Chief of Long Range Planning
Emad Elshafei, Chief of Traffic and Transportation
Ann Wallas, Planner ITI, Long Range Planning



